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REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding final Office Action mailed 
Jdiuary 19, 2006. Reconsideration and allowance of the application and pending 
cl dms are respectfiiUy requested. 

aaim Rjejections ~ 35 UJS.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 2-1 and 10-16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
aitticipated hy LeMole (U-S- Patent No. 6,009,410). Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rgection. 

Regarding claims 2-7, Applicants submit that LeMole does not teach or suggest a 

mfethod or system directed to "getting a direct or indirect reference to a destination 

hi sed on user information in a user profile accessed via a networked autonomous user 

pi [)file store; and causing the browser to browse to that destination wherein the step of 

g<tting a reference comprises accessing a user profile to obtain the destination 

rejFerence," as recited in ind^endent claim 4. 

Rather, LeMole discloses that a user enters a URL to retrieve a dynamic web 

pdge finom a CAR server, where content of the dynamic web page is customized in 

a<|cordance with the user's interests. See col. 2, lines 4-55. For example, LeMole states: 

a request is made through the user's browser for the individualized 
personal advatising page by entering the URL address of the HTTP 
serv^j manually or through a bookmark, or by clicking on a special icon 
button on the browser. ... the browser forwards the user's requests to 

the fmP server the HTTP serv^ forwards the request to the CAR 

server. . . . the CAR server consults its associated database for the 
profile record associated with the user and, based on the stored profile, 
dynamically produces a personalized composite advertising page for the 
user, , . . the composite advertising page is returned to the user's 
browser. 

C|l. 6, hnes 51^63 (Emphasis added). 
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Therefore, LeMole does not teach a destination-that "is based on user 
mtbrmation in a user profile accessed via a networked autonomous user profile store ," 
"^Iherein the step of getting a reference comprises accessing a user profile to obtain 
thfe destination reference," i.e., LeMole does not teach an external network service, 
5ij ch as the networked autonomous user profile store that represents the user and is 
ac cessible by other independent devices on the network, and when accessed, provides 
profile of the user that includes a destination reference, tn contrast, the database 
u1 ilized by the CAR server in LeMole is dedicated to the CAR server and is not 



a< cessible by external devices. As such, it is not accessible by third party web sites 



ai d does not provide profiles on request 
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Further, LeMole teaches that a dynamic web page is generated each time the 
Cj\R server receives a request. Therefore, LeMole fails to teach that a destination 
re Ference is found in a profile maintained in the netwoiiced autonomous user profile 



I st )re, as described in the claims . 



For at least the aforementioned reasons, LeMole fails to disclose all of the 
fefetuxes of claim 4. Accordingly, claim 4 and claims 2-3 & 5-7 (which depend jSrom 
cljpim 4) are allowable over LeMole. 

Regarding claims 10-16, Applicants subnodt th&i LeMole fails to teach or suggest 
destination method that may be called by web content to get a direct or indirect 
re ference to a destination based on user information in a user profile accessed via a 
networked autonomous user profile store and cause a browser to browse to that 
stination, wherein the destination method accesses a user profile to obtain the 
tination reference," as featured in claim 13, for at least the reasons previously 
Lcussed- Therefore, LeMole fails to disclose all of the features of claim 13. 
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A jcordingly, claim 13 and claims 10-12 and 14-16 (which depend from claim 13) are 
a] owable over LeMole, for at least that reason. 

l| Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

a. Claim 8 

Claims 8 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
iMfole in view Burke (U.S. Patent No. 6,032,162). Applicants respectfully traverse 
tl is rejection. 

Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or suggest all of the claimed 
features of independent claim 4, as previously discussed. Notably, Burke similarly does 
n )t teach all of the claimed features of independent claim 4. Further, Burke does not 
Xi ach or suggest all of the features of claim 8. For exan^le, Burke seemingly discloses 
tl at "a more complex access procedure may be used when a User . . , is behind a 
s|curity firewall." In particular. Burke appears to teach that different information may 
used to access a proxy application when a firewall is present, such as that involving 
d fferent Internet commimication portions and other protocol requirements. As such, 
B^4rke does not teach or suggest "displaying a different one of the selectable 
d jsignators based on whether the user is inside or outside of a firewall," as recited in 
c aim 8. See col. 3, lines 31-35, Thus, claim 8 is allowable over the proposed 
c|j>mbination of LeMole in view of Burke for at least these reasons. 

b. Claims 17--18. 21-24. 27-3 3. 35-39, 42-48, 51-54. and 57-58 
Claims 17-18,21-24, 27-33, 35-39, 42-48, 51-54, and 57-58 have been rejected 

u ider 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being impatentable over LeMole in view of Roosen (U.S. 
P itent Publication No. 2002/0036793). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
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Regarding claims 17-18, Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
sJlggests all of the claitned features of itxdependetit claim 13, as previously discussed. 
>j stably, Roosen similarly does not teach all of the claimed features of independent 
c] aim 13. Furth^, Roosen does not teach or suggest the all the features of claims 17-18. 
T lus, claims 17-18 are allowable over the proposed combination of LeMole in view of 
loosen fox at least these reasons. 

Regarding claims 21-24, Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
sjggests all of the claimed features of independent claim 22, such as the stqps of 
"j jetting a direct or indirect reference to a printer list destination based on user 
it formation in a user profile accessed via a networked autonomous user profile store; 
a id causing the browser to browse to the printer list destination, wherein tlie step of 
gjtting a reference comprises accessing a user profile to obtain the printer hst 
d ^stination reference," for at least the reasons previously discussed. Similarly, Roosen 
is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of the LeMole. Thus, claim 22 and claims 21 & 
2 S-24 (which depend firom claim 22) are allowable over the proposed combination of 
L Mole in view of Roosen for at least these reasons. 

Regarding claims 27-33, Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
ST ggests all of the claimed features of independent claim 30, such as "a printer list 
d istination method that may be called to get a direct or indirect reference to a printer 
li !t destination based on user information in a user profile accessed via a networiced 
ai Ltonomous user profile store and cause a browser to browse to that reference 
d istination, wherein the printer list destination method accesses a user profile to 
o itain the printer list destination reference," for at least the reasons previously 
d scussed. Similarly. Roosen is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of the LeMole. 
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n us, claim 30 and claims 27-29 & 31-33 (which depend from claim 30) are allowable 
o^l|er the proposed combination of LeMole in view of Roosen for at least these reasons. 

Regarding claims 35-39, Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
siibgests all of the claimed features of independent claim 37, such as the step of "causing 
th: browser to browse to the printer destination, wherein the step of getting a 
reference comprises accessing a user profile to obtain the printer destination 
reference," for at least the reasons previously discussed. Similarly, Roosen is 
in adequate to remedy the deficiencies of the LeMole. Thus, claim 37 and claims 35-36 
& 38-39 (which depend from claim 37) are allowable over the proposed combination of 
Li Mole in view of Roosen for at least these reasons. 

Regarding claims 42-48, Apphcants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
sij ggests all of tJie claimed features of independent claim 44, such as "a printer 
di stuiation method that may be called to get a direct or indirect reference to a printer 
d< stination based on user itxfoimation in a user profile accessed via a networked 
ai Conomous user profile store and cause a browser to browse to that URI. destination, 
wherein the printer destination method accesses a user profile to obtain the printer 
tination reference," for at least the reasons previously discussed Similarly, Roosen 
inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of the LeMole. Thus, claim 44 and claims 42- 
& 45-48 (which dqpend from claim 44) are allowable over the proposed combination 
o^l^eMole in view of Roosen for at least these reasons. 

Regarding claims 51-54, Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
sujkgests all of the claimed features of independent claim 52, such as "causing the 
br )wser to browse to the printnow destination, wherein the step of getting a reference 
CO uprises accessing a user profile to obtain the printnow destination reference," for at 
le^st the reasons previously discussed. Similarly, Roosen is inadequate to remedy the 
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d€ aciencies of the LeMole. Thus, claim 52 and claims 51 & 53-54 (which depend from 
cl dm 52) are allowable over the proposed combination of LeMole in view of Roosen for 
at (least these reasons. 

Regarding claims 57-59, Applicants submits that LeMole does not teach or 
stjfegests all of the claimed features of independent claim 57, such as "a print now 
d«stination method that may be called to get a direct or indirect reference to a 
P] UNTNOW destination that will print using preset printer settings based on user 
in formation in a user profile accessed via a networked autonomous xiser profile store, 
ai d cause a browser to browse to that URL destination, wherein the preset printer 
s< ttings at the PRINTNOW destination are associated with identification information 
ft )m a user profile," for at least the reasons previously discussed. Similarly, Roosen is 
ir adequate to remedy the deficiencies of the LeMole, Thus, claim 57 and claim 58 
(A^hich depends jax>m claim 57) are allowable over the proposed combination of LeMole 
UJI view of Roosen for at least these reasons. 

c. Qaims 19, 25, 40, 49, and 55 

Claims 19, 25, 40, 49, and 55 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
b sing unpatentable over LeMole in view of Roosen in further view of Burke. Applicants 
« spectfuUy traverse this rejection. 

Dependent claims 19, 25, 40, 49, and 55 (which depend Jfrom respective 
irjjdependent claims 13, 22, 37, 44, and 52 that are allowable over the cited art) are 
a; lowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the above-identified depend^ 
cj aims contain all features/elements/steps of their respective base indepaodent claims 
BX d the additional art in the proposed combination is legally inadequate to cure the 
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deficiencies of the pnmary reference(s) that were applied against the respective 
in lependent claims. Accordingly, the rejection to these claims should be withdrawn. 



CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims are in condition for 
Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present appUcation and all 
claims are hereby courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a 
.onic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is 
to call the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 



all )wayrice 



pe iding 



tell 5>h< 



in\ ited 



Respectfully submitted. 




Charles W. GnggS 
Registration No. 47,283 
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